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delivered to him by the real owner (i). This is a particular
lien for the freight only (/). The Common Law gives the
carrier no lien upon the goods for a general balance of
account (k), although he may acquire this right by express
contract or by a long course of dealing between the
parties (/). The Common Law looks with disfavour,
however, on any such extension of the right which must
be strictly proved (m). The carrier cannot charge for
warehousing while he is exercising his lien (;?). Apart
from special contract, the carrier has rio right to sell goods
upon which he is exercising his lien. There is a statutory
exception, however, in that a Railway Company may
detain and sell the railway carriage of any person, and
the goods contained therein, on failure to pay the charges
for the haulage of the carriage (o).
(c) bailee's lien
As a general rule a bailee for reward has no lien for his
charges on the goods entrusted to his care, so long as they
are so entrusted for safe custody only and not for
(i) Exeter Cayrier's Case, cited in Yorbe v. Grenaugh (1703), 2 Ld.
Raym. 866, at p. 867 ; 8 Digest 220, U02. This case is here reported
by Lord Raymond as having been cited by Chief Justice Holt: "A.
stole goods and delivered them to the Exeter carrier to be carried to
Exeter ; the right owner finding the goods in possession of the carrier
demanded them of him, upon which the carrier refused to deliver
without being paid for the carriage. The owner brought trover, and
it was held that he might justify detaining against the right owner for
the carriage; for when A. brought them to him he was obliged to
receive them and cany them ; and, therefore, since the law compelled
him to carry them it will give him remedy for the premium due for
the carriage."
(;') Lambert v. Robinson (1793), 1 Esp. 119;  8 Digest 220, 1399.
(k) Rushforth v. Hadfield (1806), 7 East, 224 ; 8 Digest 220, 1408;
Wright v. Snell (1822), 5 B. & Aid. 350 ; 8 Digest 221, 7411.
(1} AspinaU v. Pickford (1800), 3 Bos. & P. 44, n.; 8 Digest 220,1406.
(m) Rushforth v. Hadfteld, supra.
(n) Somes v. British Empire Shipping Co. (1860), 8 HX. Cas. 338;
32 Digest 253, 390,
(o) Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, s. 97 ; 14 Halsbury's
Statutes 68.

